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RECENT CASES
necessitate either: (i) abandoning the strike as a weapon-a course unthinkable to
labor; (2) attempting to strike effectively without technical violations of the law-a
feat well nigh impossible; s (3) continuing to strike and to defy the law 6 --a choice in-
tolerable to organized society; or, (4) working for amendment of the Sherman Act7
and for legislation exempting labor unions and officers from liability for tortious acts
committed on their behalf during industrial disputes. 8
Mortgages-Priorities-Purchaser without Notice-under Recording Act-[Oregon].
-The defendant, a first mortgagee, released the mortgagor from liability in exchange
for a conveyance of the fee. Before doing so, however, the defendant procured and had
recorded a satisfaction of a junior mortgage upon part payment to the junior mort-
gagee, without requesting the production of the junior mortgage and note which had
previously been transferred to the plaintiff under an unrecorded assignment. An Ore-
gon statute provides, ".. .. a satisfaction or release of said mortgage by the party ap-
pearing upon said record to be the owner and holder of said mortgage shall operate to
free the land described in such mortgage from the lien of such mortgage, so far as re-
gards all subsequent purchasers and incumbrances for value, and without notice."',
The plaintiff commenced suit to enforce his lien, and a decree of foreclosure was ren-
dered. On appeal, held, reversed. The defendant comes within the protection of the
statute. Wlillanete Collection & Credit Service v Gray.2
The rule is well settled under recording acts that a bona fide purchaser of property
from a mortgagor, who finds upon the record a satisfaction or release by the record
mortgagee and relies thereupon, is given priority over one whose claim is based upon an
unrecorded assignment from the mortgagee.3 The principle upon which this rule rests
is that where one of two innocent parties must suffer a loss, he whose negligence caused
the injury should bear it.4 The assignee may record his assignment and avert the loss,
while there is nothing feasible the purchaser can do. Purchasers who fail to exert
reasonable efforts in a practicable search for unrecorded conveyances and encum-
brances, however, are not necessarily within the protection of the recording acts. Thus,
a purchaser is deemed to have constructive notice of encumbrances referred to in in-
struments in his chain of title.s In a purchase from one not in possession, a purchaser
is put upon inquiry to determine the interest of one whose possession is inconsistent
with the record title.6 And when the record shows an unsatisfied mortgage and the re-
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mainder of the title in the record mortgagee, it is generally held that a purchaser relies
upon the apparent merger of record at his peril, for the subsisting mortgage might have
been assigned, preventing an actual merger. 7
Although the instant case is not the first to apply the general rule to the situation
there presented,' it would seem that a distinction should be drawn between the pur-
chaser who relies upon the record as hefilnds it, and the one who relies upon the record
as he makes it or procures it to be made.9 Ample authority for this distinction exists in
other jurisdictions,'- and the problem was one of first impression in Oregon. When the
purchaser knows only that the encumbrance is released of record, a request that the re-
leasor produce the note and mortgage would be unavailing, for the instruments, shown
by the record to be valueless, would have been destroyed. But in a case in which the
purchaser procures the release it is only reasonable that a request for the valuable in-
struments be made. When the negotiations for the conveyance and release were begun
in the instant case, the record disclosed an unsatisfied mortgage; and a request that
the mortgagee produce the instruments would, through his inability, have revealed the
unrecorded assignment. A failure to make that request should give constructive notice
of the encumbrance that it would have revealed.- Should the releasor produce a forged
or fraudulently procured note or mortgage at the request of the purchaser, or should
he give a written release which is recorded in a jurisdiction where the first recorded
instrument gains priority, 2 the suggested rule should not be applied, for the purchaser
would have done all that a reasonable search required.
The instant case probably would never have arisen had the Oregon statutes re-
quired, as a prerequisite to recording the release of a mortgage, that the releasor sub-
mit evidence to the recording officer that he is at the time the owner of the mortgage.
Such evidence is required in at least one jurisdiction,3 and the Oregon statute has been
criticized for the omission.4
Sales-A.A.A. Tax Refunds-Rights of Purchaser against Processor-[Federal].-
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